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Exten 



degree of United Nations 


Involvement: 



Statistical Summary 


(April 1947-April 1965) 


The Palestine question was first brought to the United 
Nations in April 1947; it has been before the United Nations 
continuously ever since. No other problem has engaged the 

attention of the World Organization as intensively or as 
extensively. 

The extent and degree of involvement of the United Nations 
in the fate of the Holy Land may be measured by the following 
yardsticks: 


I. Alone among the scores of problems brought before the 
United Nations, the Palestine question has been dealt with by 
all six organs designated by the Charter (in Article 7) as “the 
principal organs of the United Nations”: 

a) The General Assembly has had the question on its 
agenda at every regular session it has held since April 
1947 (from the second to the eighteenth, inclusive), and 
has devoted its two special sessions (of 1947 and 1948) and 
the first of its emergency special sessions (in 1956) to the 
situation in Palestine—a total of twenty sessions. 

b) The Security Council, which dealt with the question 
for the first time at its 222nd meeting, has devoted one 
out of every four meetings it has held since then to the 
examination of the situation in Palestine. 


c) The Economic 
on^he agenda of four of its regular sessions. 


^ The Trusteeship Council has considered some 





___ne question m five sessions: four regular and one special, 
e) The International Court of Justice has held three 















































































public sittings to examine a legal question arising out of 
the unfolding of the Palestine question, 
f) And, finally, the Secretariat has performed the usual 
services required by the other five principal organs in the 
course of their preoccupation with the question, and has 

undertaken additional assignments at their request. 

* 

2. The principal organs and their main committees have 
devoted 985 meetings to the Palestine question, as follows; 


The General Assembly 657 

The Security Council 233 

The Economic and Social Council 12 

The Trusteeship Council 82 

The International Court of Justice i 


3. Five of the “Specialized Agencies” affiliated with the 
United Nations have undertaken special programmes directly 
concerned with the situation in Palestine: WHO, FAO, ILO 

UNESCO, aiM^IRO. 


4. Fifty-five special subsidiary agencies were established for 
the ^ftrpose of dealing, exclusively or mainly, with the 
Palestine question. 


5. During their deliberations on the Palestine question, the 
principal organs of the United Nations received over 400 
formal proposals submitted by Member States, individually or 
in groups, in the form of “draft resolutions”, “joint draft 
resolutions”, “amendments”, and “joint amendments”. 

6. Of these, 139 resolutions were formally adopted by the 
competent organs of the UnitedWations, as follows: 


The General Assembly 88 

The Security Council 37 

The Economic and Social Council 3 

The Trusteeship Council 10 

The International Court of Justice 

(“Advisory Opinions”) i 


7. Some of these resolutions dealt with procedural, organiza¬ 
tional, administrative, and/or financial matters; others con¬ 
tained provisions of a substantive character. 

The substantive resolutions formally adopted by the com- 
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petent organs of the United Nations, regarding the Palestine 
question, were 70 in number i 

The General Assembly 
The Security Council 
The Economic and Social Council 
The Trusteeship Council 
The International Court of Justice 
(“Advisory Opinions”) 

8. A break-down of the substantive resolutions adopted by 
the competent organs of the United Nations regarding Palestine, 
on the basis of the original authorship of each resolution, would 
indicate the relative roles played by the various Member 
States in influencing the decision-making processes of the 
United Nations, and in shaping the cumulative body of 
resolutions formally passed by the World Organization con¬ 
cerning the Palestine question, over the past years. 

The following table singles out the “Five Permanent 
Members of the Security Council” for examination of their 
respective roles in shaping the cumulative body of substantive 
resolutions on Palestine formally adopted by the General 
Assembly and the Security Council: 

Substantive resolutions regarding Palestine adopted by: 

The General 
Assembly (55) 

Based on proposals sponsored solely by: 

CHINA — 

FRANCE — 

U.S.S.R. — 

U.K. I 

U.S.A. 5 

Based on proposals sponsored, jointly 
with other Member States, by: 

CHINA — 

FRANCE 8 

U.S.S.R. — 

U.K. 11 

U.S.A. 18 


The Security 
Council {32) 


I 

4 

8 


2 

12 

14 

12 
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In short, of the 67 substantive resolutions on Palestine 
formally adopted by the General Assembly and the Security 
Council since 1947, 

2 were based on proposals submitted by China, 

21 were based on proposals submitted by France, 

None was based on proposals submitted by t^.S.R. 

30 were based on proposals submitted by the United 
Kingdom, and 

43 were based on proposals submitted by the United 
States. 
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II 


United Nations decisions concerning 
the Arab Refugees from Palestine 




A—From 1948 to 1967 

I. At the first session it held after the expulsion of the 
majority of the Arab inhabitants of Palestine from their home¬ 
land, the General Assembly endorsed the recommendation of 
the assassinated Mediator, Count Folke Bernadotte, submitted 
to it i n the form of a draft resolution by the G©?f ernment of the 
United Kingdom. Recognis 


homes 


Assembly 


permitted to do so “at the 

so chose, and that compensation be paid for “loss of or damage” 
to their proper^. 

This recognition of the right of the s^^gees to repatriation 


esolution 194 (III) 



and compensation was contained 
of 11 December 1048, which has become 


United Nations pronouncements 


of the Palestine Refug 


reads: 


Paragraph ii of this resolution 



“Resolves that 
homes and live at 
permitted to do s 
that compensation 


e refugees wishing to return to their 


damag 


property which, under principles of international law or 


m equity, should be made good b 
authorities responsible.” 

2. At the following regular session 
session held in the fall of 1949), the ( 


nam 


y the fourth 
Assembly ex- 
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plicitly reaffirmed the provisions of the paragraph cited above, 
stating: 

* 

“Recalling its resolutions 212 (HI) of 19 November 1948 
and 194 (III) of II December 1948, affirming in par¬ 
ticular the provisions of paragraph 11 of the latter 
resolution . . (Resolution 302 (IV) of 8 December 

1949, Paragraph i of the Preamble.) 

3. At its fifth regular session, held in 1950, the General 
Assembly further elucidated its intention, adding significant 
safeguards against possible discrimination “either in law or in 
fact” against the refugees upon their repatriation. It said: 

“Calls upon the governments concerned to undertake 
measures to ensure that refugees, whether repatriated or 
resettled, will be treated without any discrimination either 
in law or in fact.” (Resolution 394 (V) of 14 December 

1950, Paragraph 3.) 

4. The recognition of the right of the refugees to re¬ 
patriation in accordance with their free choice has been “re¬ 
called” by the General Assembly at every regular session it 
has held since 1948—twenty-two in all. More especially, it 
was re-affirmed in Paragraph i of the Preamble of each of 
the following Resolutions: 

a) Resolution No. 302 pV) 

of 8 December 1949. 

b) Resolution No. 394 (V) 

of 14 December 1950. 

c) Resolution No. 512 (VI) 

of 26 January 1952. 

d) Resolution No. 614 (VII) 

of 6 November 1952. 

e) Resolution No. 720 (VIII) 

of 27 November 1953. 

f) Resolution No. 818 (IX) 

of 4 December 1954. 

g) Resolution No. 916 (X) 

of 3 December 1955- 

h) Resolution No, 1018 (XI) 

of 28 February 1957. 



































































i) Resolution No. 1191 (XII) 

of 12 December 1957. 

j) Resolution No. 1315 (XIII) 

of 12 December 1958. 

k) Resolution No. 1456 (XIV) 

of 9 December 1959. 

l) Resolution No. 1604 (XV) 

of 21 April 1961. 

m) Resolution No. 1725 (XVI) 

of 20 December 1961. 

n) Resolution No. 1856 (XVII) 

of 20 December 1962. 

o) Resolution No. 1912 (XVIII) 

of 3 December 1963. 

p) Resolution No. 2002 (XIX) 

of 10 February 1965. 

q) Resolution No. 2052 (XX) 

of 15 December 1965. 

r) Resolution No. A/RES/2154 (XXI) 

of 18 November 1966. 

s) Resolution No. A/RES/2341 (XXII) 

of 19 December 1967. 

That this regular recollection of the original resolution at every 
session of the Assembly is not a mere formality, is made 
abundantly clear by the facts contained in the following 
paragraphs. 

5. The General Assembly established a direct relationship 
between the admission of Israel to membership in the United 
Nations on ii May 1949, and the implementation inter alia 
of Resolution 194 (III) adopted five months earlier. Of some 
sixty members admitted to membership in the United Nations 
since its establishment, Israel was the only state the admission 
of which was predicated on the undertaking to implement 
specific resolutions of the General Assembly. 

Resolution 273 (III) of ii May 1949 states: 

“Noting .... the declaration by the State of Israel that 
it ‘unreservedly accepts the obligations of the United 
Nations Charter and undertakes to honour them from the 
day when it becomes a Member of the United Nations’, 
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“Recalling its resolutions of 29 November 1947 3,nd ii 
December 1948 and taking note of the declarations and 
explanations made by the representative of the Govern¬ 
ment of Israel before the ad hoc Political Committee in 
respect of the implementation of the said resolutions, 

“The General Assembly, 

• • • • 

“Decides to admit Israel to membership in the United 
Nations.” (Paragraphs 4 and 5 of the Preamble, and 
Operative Paragraph 2.) 

6. Whenever the General Assembly appropriated funds for 
the relief of the refugees, or set up new agencies for the 
administration of such relief, or extended the mandate of 
existing agencies, or endorsed programmes of public works or 
rehabilitation—it proceeded immediately to safeguard the 
rights of the refugees, which it has recognized in Paragraph 11 
of Resolution 194 (III), by asserting that the interim arrange¬ 
ments in question were ^^without prejudice to the provisions of 
paragraph II of Resolution ig4 { 111 )”. This important safeguard 
appears, in identical terms, in the following twelve resolutions 
of the General Assembly: 

a) Resolution No. 302 (IV) 

of 8 December 1949, Paragraph 5. 

b) Resolution No. 393 (V) 

of 2 December 1950, Paragraph 4. 

c) Resolution No. 513 (VI) 

of 26 January 1952, Paragraph 2. 

d) Resolution No. 614 (VIII) 

of 6 November 1952, Paragraph 4 of the Preamble. 

e) Resolution No. 720 (VIII) 

of 27 November 1953, Paragraph i. 

f) Resolution No. 818 (IX) 

of 4 December 1954, Paragraph i. 

g) Resolution No. 916 (X) 

of 3 December 1955, Paragraph 3. 

h) Resolution No. 1018 (XI) 

of 28 February 1957, l^ragraphs 3 and 5. 

i) Resolution No. 1191 (XII) 

of 12 December 1957, Paragraph 4. 
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j) Resolution No. 1315 (XIII) 

of 12 December 1958, Paragraph 4, 

k) Resolution No. 2002 (XIX) 

of 10 February 1965, Paragraph 3, “without pre 
judice to existing resolutions”. 

l ) Resolution No. 2052 (XX) 

of 15 December 1965, Paragraph 8. 


7. On at least fifteen occasions since 1948, the General 
^5sembly has noted with manifest uneasiness that the provisions 
of Paragraph 11 of Resolution 194 (III) have not been effected. 
This failure, and the situation resulting therefrom, have been 
“noted” by the Assembly with “concern”, with “regret”, with 
“grave concern”, with “deep regret”, with 
or with different combinations of such feelings, as follows: 


“seriotis concern” 


a) 


4 (V) 

amble 


I 


December 1950, Paragraph 2 of Pre 


b) 

c) 


d) 


2 (VI) of 26 January 19' 
8 (IX) of 4 December i 
amble: “grave concern”. 


“regret” 
3 of Pre 


6 (X) 

amble 


December 1955, Paragraph 4 of Pre- 




e) 1018 (XI) of 28, February i;§^, Para^aph 5 of Pre¬ 

amble: “serious concern”. 

f) 1191 (XII) of 12 December 1957, Paragraph 5 of 

Preamble: “regret” and “serious concern”. 

§) ^ 3^5 (^m) of 12 December 1958, Paragraph 4 of 

Preamble: “deep regret” and “serious concern”. 

h) 1456 (XIV) of 9 December 1959, Paragraph 4 of 

Preamble: “deep regret” and “serious concern”, 

i) 1604 (XV) of 21 April 1961, Paragraph 3 of Pre¬ 

amble: “deep regret” and “serious concern”. 

j) 1725 (XVI) of 20 December 1961, Paragraph 3 of 

Preamble: “deep regret” and “serious concern”. 

k) 1856 (XVII) of 20 December 1962, Paragraph 3 of 

Preamble: “deep regret” and “serious concern”. 

l ) 1912 (XVIII) of 3 December 1963, Paragraph 3 of 

Preamble: “deep regret” and “serious concern”, 

m) 2052 (XX) of 15 December 1965, Paragraph 3 of 

Preamble: “deep regret” and “serious concern”. 















































n) A/RES/2154 (XXI) of 18 November 1966, Paragraph 

3 of Preamble: “deep regret” and “serious concern”. 

o) 2431 (XXII) of 19 December 1967: “deep regret” and 

“serious concern”. 

8. Far from contenting itself with such repeated expressions 
of regret and concern, the Assembly has urged the subsidiary 
agencies directly concerned to labour towards the implementa¬ 
tion of the provisions of Resolution 194 (III). 

a) In the same paragraph in which it announced the 
principle of free choice of the refugees and recognized 
their rights to repatriation and compensation (and, if 
they chose otherwise, to resettlement and compensation), 
the Assembly instructed the Conciliation Commission, 
then established, “to facilitate” the implementation of 
those provisions and to “maintain close relations with the 
Director of the United Nations Relief for Palestine 
Refugees and, through him, with the appropriate organs 
and agencies of the United Nations”. (Part 2 of Paragraph 
II of Resolution 194 (III).) 

b) In subsequent sessions, the Assembly has found frequent 
occasion to urge the Conciliation Commission to “continue 
its efforts”, to “continue its endeavours”, to “make further 
efforts”, or to “intensify its efforts” towards the im¬ 
plementation of the provisions of Paragraph 11 of 

Resolution 194 (III): 


i* 394 (V) of 14 December 1950, Paragraph 2(b). 

ii. 512 (VI) of 26 January 1952, Paragraph 5. 

iii. 1456 (XIV) of 9 December 1959, Paragraph i. 

iv. 1604 (XV) of 21 April 1961, Paragraph i. 

V. 1725 (XVI) of 20 December 1961, Paragraph i(a). 

vi. 1856 (XVII) of 20 December 1962, Paragraph 2. 

vii. 1912 (XVIII) of 3 December 1963, Paragraph 4. 

viii. 2052 (XX) of 15 December 1965, Paragraph 7. 

ix. A/RES/2154 (XXI) of 18 November 1966, Para 

graph 8. 


c) On other occasions, the AssemU 


has called for co¬ 


ordination and mutual consultation between the Con¬ 
ciliation Commission and the U.N. Relief and Works 


































































Agency for Palestine Refugees (U.N.R.W.A.) “in the 
best interests of their respective tasks, with particular 
reference to paragraph 11 of general Assembly Resolution 
194 (III) of II December 1948”; 

i. 302 (IV) of 8 December 1949, Paragraph 21. 

ii. 818 (IX) of 4 December 1954, Paragraph 2. 
hi. 916 (X) of 3 December 1955, Paragraph 2. 
iv. 1018 (XI) of 28 February 1957, Paragraph 4. 

V. 1191 (XII) of 12 December 1957, Paragraph 6. 
vi. 1315 (XFP) of 12 December 1958, Paragraph 6. 

I ’ 

* ' 

• 'i.. ' 

B—Post-June 1967 Resolutions 

Since the massive displacement of still more Palestinians in 
1967 (the “new refugees”), six organs of the United Nations 
have called for their immediate repatriation in i o Resolutions: 


1 Security Council Resolution No. 237 (1967) of 14 June 
1967: 

“Calls upon the Government of Israel to ensure the safety, 
welfare and security of the inhabitants of the areas where 
military operations have taken place and to facilitate the 
return of those inhabitants who had fled the areas since the out¬ 
break of hostilitiesy (Italics added.) 

4 

2 General Assembly Resolution No. 2252 (ES-V) of 4 
July 1967: 

Endorses and reiterates the text of Security Council 
Resolution No. 237 (1967) of 14 June 1967 by incorpor¬ 
ating its Paragraph i under Paragraph i (d). 


3 General Assembly Resolution B/RES/2341 (XXII) of 
19 December 1967: 

a) Reaffirms the easlier Resolution 2252 (ES-V); and 

b) “Endorses, bearing in mind the objectives of that 


U nited 


Commissioner 
Wbrks Affenc’ 


Palestine 


Refugees in the Near East to provide humanitarian 


assistance. 


emergency 



temporary measure, to other persons in the area 
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who are at present displaced and are in serious need of 
immediate assistance as a result of the recent hostilities.” 
(Paragraph 2.) 


•S fe - 


In Resolution A/RES/2341 (XMfl) of 19 December 1967, 

A-U1_ /:\ _5 J_ _^ 


the General Assembly: (i) “notes with deep regret that re¬ 
patriation or compensation of the refugees as provided for in 
paragraph ii of the General Assembly Resolution 194 (III) 
has not been effected”, (ii) that “no substantial progress has 
been made in the programme endorsed in paragraph 2 of 
Resolution 513 (VI) for the reintegration of refugees by 
repatriation or resettlement”; and that, therefore, (iii) “the 
situation of the refugees continues to be a matter of serious 


concern 


55 


(Paragraph i.) 


4 General Assembly Resolution No. 2452-A (XXIII) of 
19 December 1968: 

a) Recalls Security Council Resolutions No. 237 (1967) 
of 14 June 1967, 

b) Reaffirms its Resolution No. 2252 (ES-V) of 4 July 

19675 

c) Is “convinced that the plight of the displaced persons 
could best be relieved by their speedy return to their homes 
and to the camps which they formerly occupied, 

d) Emphasizes consequently, ^Hhe requirement for their 
speedy return, and 

e) Calls upon the Government of Israel to take effective 
and immediate steps for the return without delay of those 
inhabitants who fled the areas since the outbreak of 
hostilities.” (Paragraph i.) (Emphasis added.) 

5 Economic and Social Council Resolution No. 1336 
(XLIV) of 31 May 1968: 

The Council endorsed a resolution of the Commission on 
Human Rights which affirmed the right of all inhabitants 
“who have left since the outbreak of hostilities in the Middle 
East to return, and that the Government concerned 
(Israel) should take the necessary measures in order to 
facilitate the return of those inhabitants to their own 
country without delay”. 
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6 Commission on Human Rights 

of 2 7 Fel^uary 1968: 



. 6 (XXIV) 


This unanimously adopted resolution: 

a) “noted with appreciation the decisions taken by the 
Security Council and the General Assembly in compliance 
with relevant provisions of the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights and the Geneva Conventions of 1949 
regarding human rights in territories occupied as a result 
of hostilities in the Middle East”, and 

b) “Affirmed the right of all inhabitants who had left 
since the hostilities in that area to return”, requesting the 
Government concerned (Israel) “to take the necessary 
measures in order to facilitate the return of those in¬ 
habitants to their own country without delay”. 


7 Commission on Human Rights Resolution No. 6 (XXV) 
of 4 March 1969: 

In this resolution the Commission: 


a) “Reaffirmed the inalienable right <€ all the inhabitants 
who had left since the outbreak of hostilities to return”; 
and 

b) “Called upon the Government of Israel to implement 
immediately United Nations resolutions to this effect”. 


8 World Health Assembly Resolution Np. 21.38 of 23 May 
1968. 

9 World Health Assembly Resolution No. 22.43 24 July 

1969- 

I o International Conference on Human Rights Resolution 
No. I of 7 May 1969: 

Affirmed “the inalienable rights of all inhabitants who have 
left their homes as a result of the outbreak of hostilities in the 
Middle East to return, resume normal life, recover their 
property and homes, and rejoin their families”. 
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■Resolutioiis adopted by Intematioiial bodies re¬ 
garding the treatment of the population of the territories 
occupied by Israel since 1967: 

The treatment of the population in the territories occupied 
by Israel since 1967 has been the subject of six formal con¬ 
demnations by the international community: 

I General Assembly Resolution No. 2535-B (XXIV) of 
10 December 1969: 

In this resolution, the Assembly: 


from 


problems 



United Nations 


rights under' 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights”; 
ii) Was “gravely concerned that the denial of their rights 
has been aggravated by the reported acts of collective 
punishment, arbitrary detention, curfews, destruction 
of homes and property, deportation and other repressive 
acts against'"the refugees and other inhabitants of the 
occupied territories”; 

Security Council resolution 237 (1967) of 


iii) Recalled 




I 



June 1967, and its resolutions 2252 (ES-V) of 4 July 
, and 2452 A (XXIII) of 19 December 1968”; 


(Preamble, Paragraphs i, 2, 3 and 4); 

iv) Reaffirmed “the inalienable rights of the people of 
Palestine” (Paragraph i); and 

v) Drew “the attention of the Security Council to the 


from 


in 



• i,V t 

cm 


' r* 


im 


... I ‘ 

ment the above 


2 General Assembly Resolution No. 2546 (XXIV) of ii 
December 1969; The General Assembly: 

i) Reaffirmed its earlier “resolutions relating to the viol¬ 
ations of human rights in the territories occupied by 
Israel” (Paragraph i); 

ii) Expressed “its grave concern at the continuing reports 

of violation of human rights in those territories” (Para¬ 
graph 2); 

















iii) Condemned “such policies and practices as collective 
and area punishment, the destruction of hoiiKs and the 
deportation of the inhabitants of the Israeli-occupied 
territories” (Paragraph 3); and 

iv) Urgently called upon “the Government of Israel to 
desist forthwith fr©m its reported repressive practices and 
policies towards the civilian population in the occupied 
territories and to comply with its obligations under the 
Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949, the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights and the relevant resolutions 
adopted by the various international organizations”. 
(Paragraph 4.) 

3 Economic and Social Council Resolution No. 1336 
(XLIV) of 31 May 1968: 

The Council endorsed a resolution passed-by the Commission 
on Human Rights with respect to the question of human rights 
in occupied territories. The resolution affirmed the right of all 
inhabitants “who have left since the outbreak of hostilities in 
the Middle East to return, and that the Government concerned 
(i.e., Israel) should like the necessary measures in order to 
facilitate the return of those inhabitants to their own country 
without delay”. In the same resolution the Secretary General 
was also requested to keep the Commission informed about 
developments with respect to this question. 

4 Commission on Human Rights Decision of 8 March 

1968: 

The Commission decided “to send a telegram to the Govern¬ 
ment of Israel concerning the destruction of the houses of 
certain Arab civilians in old Jerusalem”. It called upon the 
Israeli Government “to desist forthwith from indulging in 
such practices and to respect human rights and fundamental 
freedoms”. 

5 Commission on Human Rights Resolution No. 6 (XXV) 
of 4 March 1969: 

The Resolution of the Commission: 

i) “Deplored Israel’s continued violations of human rights 
in the occupied territories—particularly the acts of 
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destroying homes of Arab civilian population, deportation 
of inhabitants and the resorting to violence against 
inhabitants expressing their resentment of the occupation”; 
and 

ii) “Called upon Israel to put an immediate end to such 
acts”; and 

hi) “Expressed its deep concern with regard to Israel’s 
refusal to abide by the 1949 Geneva Convention, and 
called once again upon Israel to fully respect and apply 
that Convention.” 

In addition to the above-mentioned, Ae Commission decided 
“to include the question of human rights in the territories 
occupied as a result of hostilities in the Middle East as a 
separate item of priority on the agenda of its next session”. 

6 International Conference on Human Rights Resolution 
No. I of 7 May 1968: 

This resolution was adopted by the Conference on “respect 
and implementation of human rights in occupied territories”. 
The Conference: 

i) Expressed “g^lve concern for the violation of human 
rights in Arab territories occupied as a result of the 
June 1967 hostilities”; 

ii) It drew Israel’s attention “to the grave consequences 
resulting from disregard of fundamental freedoms and 
human rights in occupied territories”; 

iii) It called upon Israel “to desist forthwith from acts 
of destroying homes of Arab civilian population inha^^ing 
areas occupied by Israel, and to respect and implement 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the 
Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 in occupied 
territories”. 

D—Resolutions demanding an International Investiga¬ 
tion of Israeli Practices in the Occupied Territories. 

In addition to the above-mentioned resolutKins and formal 
condemnations, there are five international bodies that have 
demanded an international investigation of Israeli practices 
in the occupied territories: 
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1 Securit^^uouncil Resolution S/RES/259 (1968) of 27 

September 1968: 

The Secretary General was asked: 

a) “Urgently to dispatch a Special Representative to the 
Arab territories under military occupation by Israel 
following the hostilities of 5 June 1967”; and 

b) To report on the implementation of its resolution of 
14 June 1967 on humanitarian questions related to the 
situation in the Middle East. 

The Government of Israel was also requested to receive 
the Special, Representative and to co-operate with him and 
facilitate his work (Paragraph 2). 

2 G^iteral Assembly Resolution No. 2443 (XXIII) of 
19 December 1968: 

a) “Decides to establish a special committee of three 
Member States to investigate Israeli practices affecting 
the human rights of the population of the occupied 
territories”; 

b) “Requests the President of the General Assembly to 
appoint the members of the Special Committee’ ’; and 

c) “Requests the Government of Israel to receive the 
Special Committee, to co-operate with it and to facilitate 
its work”. (Paragraphs i, 2 and 3.) 

3 Commission on Human Rights Resolution No. 6 (XXV) 
of 4 March 1969: 

The Commission voted for the establishment of a special 
working group of experts “to investigate allegations concerning 
violations by Israel of the 1949 Geneva Convention relative to 
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, in territory, 
occupied by Israel as a result of hostilities in the Middle East”. 

4 Commission on the Status of Women Resolution No. 4 
(XXII) of 3 February 1969: 

The Resolution requested the Secretary General to report 
to the Commission’s next session “on the conditions of women 
and children in occupied territories”. 
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5 International Gonil^rence on Human Rights Resolution 
No. I of 7 May 1969: 

General Assembly is to set up a special committee “to 
investigate Israeli practices affecting the human rights of 
the population of the occupied territories” in the Middle East. 

Two agencies were specially set up for the purpose of 
investigating Israeli practices in the occupied territories, one 
by the General Assembly and the other by the Commission on 
Human Rights. Both agencies were met by Israeli’s refusal 
to permit them to enter the occupied territories. 
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Ill 


Formal Judgements passed by the United 
Nations upon Israel’s International 
Conduct 



A—^Resolutions formally adopted by the Security Coun¬ 
cil regarding attacks undertaken by regular armed 

forces of Israel on territories of neighbouring Arab 
States: 

1 Resolution of i8 May 1951 (S/2157): 

The Security Council finds that the “aerial action taken by 
the forces of the Government of Israel on 5 April 1951” 
constitutes “a violation of the cease-fire provision provided in 
the Security Council resolution of 15 July 1948” and is “incon¬ 
sistent with the terms of the Armistice Agreement and the 
obligations assumed under the Charter”. (Paragraph ii.) 

Proposed jointly by France, the United Kingdom, the 
United States and Turkey, this resolution was adopted by 
ten votes to none, with one abstention. 

2 Resolution of 24 NoveiBi^ber 1953 (S/3139/Rev. 2): 

The Security Council finds that the “action at Qibya taken 
by the armed forces of Israel on 14-15 October 1953” consti¬ 
tutes “a violation of the cease-fire provisions of the Security 
Council Resolution of 15 July 1948” and is “inconsistent with 
the parties’ obligations under the General Armistice Agreement 
and the Charter.” The Security Council therefore “expresses 
the strongest censure of that action”. (Section A.) 

Proposed jointly by France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, this resolution was adopted by nine votes to none 
with two abstentions. 
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3 Security Council Resolution of 29 March 1955 (S/3378): 

The Security Council “condemns this attack” (which was 
“committed by Israeli regular army forces against the Egyptian 
regular armed force” in the Gaza Strip on 28 February 1955) 
“as a violation of the cease-fire provisions of the Security 
Council resolution of 15 July 1948 and as inconsistent with 
the obligations of the parties under the General Armistice 
Agreement between Egypt and Israel and under the Charter”. 
(Paragraphs 4 and 5.) 

Proposed jointly by France, The United Kingdom and the 

United States, this resolution was adopted by eleven votes to 
none. 


4 Security Council Resolution of 19 January 1956 

(S/3538): 

The Security Council: 



Condemns the attack on ii 


December (1955) as a flagrant violation of the cease-fire 


provisions of its resolution of 15 July 1948, of the terms of the 
General Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria, and 
of Israel’s obligations under the Charter”; (ii) “Expresses its 
grave concern at the failure of the Government of Israel to 
comply with its obligations”; and (hi) warns that it “will have 
to consider what further measures under the Charter are 
required to maintain or restore the peace”. (Paragraphs 3, 
4 and 5.) 


Proposed jointly by France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, this resolution was adopted by eleven votes to 


none. 


5 Security Council Resolution of 9 April 1962 (S/5111): 

The Security Council: (i) “Reaffirms the Security Council 
Resolution of 19 January 1956 which condemned Israeli military 
action”; (ii) “Determines that the Israeli attack of 16-17 March 
i 9 ' 0!2 (Near Lake Tiberias) constitutes a flagrant violation of that 
resolution”; and (hi) “Calls upon Israel scrupulously to refrain 

from such actions in tho fntnrp’’ 


(Paragraphs 2 and 3.) 


Proposed jointly by the United Kingdom and the United 
States, this resolution was adopted by ten votes to none, 
one abstention. 
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On the following day—lo April 1962—the Knesset (Parlia¬ 
ment) of Israel adopted a resolution which stated, in Paragraph 

I, that: 

“The Knesset categorically rejects the Security Council 
resolution of April 9, 1962.” {Israel Digest^ Vol. V, No. 9, of 
27 April 1962.) 

6 Security Council Resolution of 25 November 1966 

(S/228): 

The Security Council: (i) “Deplores the loss of life and 
heavy damage to property resulting from the action of the 
Government of Israel on 13 November 1966”; (ii) “Censures 
Israel for this large-scale military action in violation of the 
United Nations Charter and of the General Armistice Agree¬ 
ment between Israel and Jordan”; and (hi) “Emphasizes to 
Israel that actions of military reprisal cannot be tolerated and 
that if they are repeated, the Security Council will have to 
consider further and more effective steps ai envisaged in the 
Charter to ensure against repetition of such acts.” (Paragraphs 
I, 2 and 3.) 

B—^Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly after 
the invasion of Egyptian territory in 1956: 

1 Resolution of 2 November 1956 (997 (£S-i)): 

Noting that “the armed forces of Israel have penetrated 
deeply into Egyptian territory”, and “expressing its grave 
concern”, the General Assembly urges Israel “promptly to 
withdraw all forces behind the armistice lines”. (Paragraph i 
of the Preamble, and Operative Paragraph 2.) 

Proposed by the United States, this resolution was adopted 
by 64 for, 5 against, and 6 abstentions. 

2 Resolution of 4 November 1956 (999 (£S-i)): 

“Noting with regret” that compliance with the resolution of 
2 November had not been accomplished, the General Assembly 
“reaffirms” the earlier resolution. (Paragraph i of the Preamble, 
and Operative Paragraph i.) 

(^ed jointly by nineteen Member States from Asia and 
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Africa, resolution was adopted by 59 for, 5 against and 
12 abstentions. 


3 Resolution of 7 November 1956 (1002 (ES-i)): 

The General Assembly “reaffirms the above-mentioned 

resolutions” and calls once again upon “Israel immediately to 

withdraw all its forces behind the armistice lines.” (Paragraphs 
I and 2.) 

Proposed jointly by nineteen Member States from Asia and 
Africa, this resolution was adopted by 65 for, i against, and 
10 abstentions. 

4 Resolution of 24 November 1956 (1120 (XI)): 

The General Assembly “notes with regret” that “no Israel 

forces have been withdrawn” and “reiterates its call”. (Para¬ 
graphs I and 2.) 

Proposed jointly by twenty Member States from Asia and 
Africa, this resolution was adopted by 63 for, 5 against, and 
I o abstentions. 


5 Resolution of 19 January 1957 (1123 (XI)): 

The General Assembly “notes with regret and concern the 
failure of Israel to comply with the terms of the above- 
mentioned resolutions”. (Paragraph i.) 

Proposed jointly by twenty-five Member States from Asia 
and Africa, this resolution was adopted by 74 for, 2 against, 
and 2 abstentions. 


6 Resolution of 



February 1957 (1124 (XI)): 


of Israel to 


Assembly 



compliance 


com 


its withdrawal behind the armistice 


demarcation line despite repeated requests of the General 
Assembly”; and (ii) “Calls upon Israel to 


com 


armistice demarcation 


delay.” (Paragraphs i and 2.) 

Proposed jointly by seven Member States from Europe, 
North America, South America and Asia, this resolution was 
adopted by 74 for, 2 against, and 2 abstentions. 
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G—^Resolutions regarding Israel’s action in Jerusalem 
(Pre-June 1967); 

1 Trusteeship Council Resolution of 20 December 1949 
(114(8-2)): 

The Trusteeship Council: (i) is “concerned at the removal 
to Jerusalem of certain ministries and central departments of 
the Government of Israel” on 13 December 1949; (ii) “Consi¬ 
ders that such action ignores and is incompatible with the 
provisions of paragraph II of General Assembly resolution 303 
(IV) of 9 December 1949”; and (iii) calls upon Israel “to 
revoke these measures”. 

2 Security Council Resolution of ii April 1961 (S/4785): 

The Security Council “endorsed” the decision of the Mixed 
Armistice Commission of 20 March 1961, “condemning” 
Israel for a “breach” of the Armistice Agreement in Jerusalem. 
(Paragraphs i and 2.) 

D—Resolutions regarding Israel’s actions in Jerusalem 
(Post-June 1967): 

1 General Assembly Resolution 2253 (ES-V) of 4 July 
1967 on Measures Taken by Israel to change the Status 
of Jerusalem: 

The General Assembly: (i) is “deeply concerned at the 
situation prevailing in Jerusalem as a result of the measures 
taken by Israel to change the status of the city”; (ii) considers 
that these measures are invalid”; (iii) ^^calls upon Israel to 
rescind all measures already taken and to desist forthwith from 
taking any action which would alter the status of Jerusalem”. 
(Preamble and Paragraphs i and 2.) 

2 General Assembly Resolution 2254 (ES-V) of 14 July 
1967 on Measures Taken by Israel to change the Status 
of Jerusalem: 

The General Assembly, “recalling its resolution 2253 (ES-V) 
of 4 July 1967”, and “Taking note with the deepest regret and 
concern of the non-compliance by Israel with resolution 
2253 (ES-V)”: (i) “deplores the failure of Israel to implement” 


































































e resolution adopted by the General Assembly and (ii) 
“Reiterates its call to Israel in that resolution to rescind all 
measures already taken and to desist forthwith from takimr anv 


and Paragraphs i and 2.) 


of Jerusalem.” (Preamble 


Security Council Resolution No. S50 of 26 April 1968 

a Military Parade in 



on Israel’s Intention to Ho 
Jerusalem: 

The Security Council “calls upon Israel to refrain from hold¬ 
ing the military parade in Jerusalem which is contemplated for 
2 May 1968”. (Paragraph i.) 

4 Security Council Resolutions No. 251 of 2 May 1968 
Deploring jjthe Holding of a Military Parade by Israel in 



The Security Council 
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deeply deplores the holding by Israel of the Mili- 


Jerusalem on 2 May 


(Paragraph 3.) 


27 April 


?/■ 


5 Security Council Resolution No. 252 of 21 May 1968 
on Measures Taken by Israel to change the Status of 
J erusalem: 


The Security Council 



resolutions 2253 


recalls “General Assembly 


V) and 2254 


V) of 4 and 14 July 


967 


(ii) notes 


men- 


measures 


in contravention to these resolutions’ 


)le”. (Preamble 
Furthermore, t 


, (hi) bears in mind “the 
ust and lasting peace”; and (iv) reaffirms 
territory by military conquest is inadmis- 


CC 


depl 


to comply with the General Assembly resolutions mentioned 
above”; (2) considers that all legislative and administrative 

d actions taken by Israel, including expropriation 


measures 


1 and proper 
of Jerusalem 


upon Israel to rescind all such measures 
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already taken and to desist forthwith from taking any further 
action which tends to change the status of Jerusalem”. (Para¬ 
graphs I, 2 and 3.) 


6 Security Council Resolution No. 267 of 3 July 1969 
on Measures Taken by Israel to Change the Status of 
J erusalem: 


2253 ( 



V) of July 1967 


the Security Council noted that 


CC 


21 May 1968 and 
eral Assembly No. 
V) of 14 July 1967, 
i above-mentioned 


measures 


City of Jerusalem”, reaffirmed once more 


(C 


the established principle 



acquisition 


territory by 


military conquest is inadmissible”, and its Resolution No. *52 


'ttie Security Council: (i) ^^depl 


to show any regard for 1 



Assembly 


Council resolutions mentioned above”; (ii) ''^censures 


the 


terms all measures 


city 


Jerusalem 


(iii) 






that all legislative and 


administrative measures 


of Jerusalem 


and properties thereon are invalid and cannot change that 


status 


J 5 


(iv) 


urgently calls once more upon 1 
measures taken by it which may 
the city of Jerusalem, and in f 


from 


(v) ‘^requests 


Israel to inform the Security Council without further delay of 
its intentions with regard to the implementation of the provi¬ 
sions of this resolution”; and (vi) determines that, in the event 
of a negative response or no response from Israel, the Security 
Council shall reconvene without delay to consider what 
further action should be taken in this matter”. (Paragraphs 


2, 3> 4> 5 > 6 and 7.) 

It is worth noticing in this respect that paragraph (iv) in 
the above-mentioned resolution—namely “calling on Israel 
to rescind all measures tending to change the status of Jerusa¬ 
lem”, was voted Cf^ separately. The paragraph was adopted 
by 14 votes in favour to none against, with i abstention 

(United States). 
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7 Security Council Resolution No. 271 of 15 September 
1969 on the Burning of the Al-Aqsa Mosque: 

The preamble to the resolution of the Council expressed 
grief “at the extensive damage caused by arson to the Holy 
A1 Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem on 21 August 1969 under the 
military occupation of Israel”, and was “mindful of the conse¬ 
quent loss to human culture”. It recalled all earlier resolutions 
taken by the General Assembly and the Security Council 
“concerning measures and actions by Israel affecting the 
statute of the city of Jerusalem”, and reaffirmed for the third 
time “the established principle that acquisition of territory by 
military conquest is inadmissible”. Both Council Resolutions, 
No. 252 (1968) and No. 267 (1969), were also reaffirmed. 

In the succeeding paragraphs the resolution of the Security 
Council: 

i) '"^Recognizes that any act of destruction or profanation 
of the Holy Places, religious buildings and sites in Jerusa¬ 
lem or any encouragement of, or connivance at, any such 

act may seriously endanger international peace, and 
security”; 

ii) Determines that the execrable act of desecration and 
profanation of the Holy A1 Aqsa Mosque emphasizes the 
immediate necessity of Israel desisting from acting in 
violation of the aforesaid resolutions and rescinding forth¬ 
with all measures and actions taken by it designed to alter 
the status of Jerusalem”; 

iii) '"^Calls upon Israel scrupulously to observe the provisions 
of the Geneva Conventions and international law govern¬ 
ing military occupation and to refrain from causing any 
hindrance to the discharge of the established functions of 
the supreme Muslim Council of Jerusalem, including 
any co-operation that Council may desic^Trom countries 
with predominantly Muslim population and from Muslim 
Communities in relation to its plans for the maintenance 
and repair of the Islamic Holy Places in Jerusalem”;^ 

iv) ^^Condemns the failure of Israel to comply with the 
aforementioned resolutions and calls upon it to implement 
forthwith the provisions of these resolutions”; and 

v) “Reiterates the determination in operative paragraph 7 
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of Resolution No. 267 (1969) that in the event of a 
negative response or no response, the Security Council 
shall convene without delay to consider what further 
action should be taken in this matter.” (Paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 
5 and 6.) 

(Here, again, the United States abstained from voting for 
this resolution.) 

In all of the seven post-June 1967 resolutions—two of them 
adopted by the General Assembly and the remaining five 
resolutions taken by the Security Council—Israel has been 
urgently called upon to rescind whatever measures were taken 
by it J|) change the status of Jerusalem. Three the above- 
mentioned resolutions deemed it necessary to remind Israel 
that “acquisition of territory by military conquest is inadmis- 
sible”. Almost all of them tended to deplore “the failure of 
Israel” to “comply with” or “show any regard for” the General 
Assembly and Security Council resolutions. 

But the “calls” and “requests”, the “deplorations” and 
“censures” fell on deaf ears. Even the determination of the 
Security Council: “to convene without delay”, in the event 
of a negative response or no response, in order “to consider 
what further action should be taken”—has been completely 
ignored by Israel, and the occupation authorities went ahead 
with all the invalid measures and actions to change the status 
of the city of Jerusalem. 

The strongest terms of censure and the urgent calls did not 
move Israel to rescind all measures taken by it or to refrain in 
the future “from all actions likely to change the status of the 
City of Jerusalem”. 

Israel was all the more determitied to establish its own 
principle that acquisition of territory by military conquest 
is admissible when presented to the family of nations and to 
world opinion as an accomplished fact. 

£—Security Council Resolution No. 242/S/RES of 22 
November 1967: 

Emphasis on the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory 
by war or military conquest has not been confined to those 
resolutions regarding measures taken by Israel to change the 
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status of Jerusalem. The Preamble (Paragraph 2) to the Security 
Council Resolution of 22 November contained the first clear 
statement of that principle in the aftermath of June 1967 and 
Israel’s occupation of Arab territories. 

I. In addition to laying emphasis upon the inadmissibility 
of acquiring territory by means of war and military conquest, 
the above-mentioned resolution also underlined “the need to 
work for a just and lasting peace in the Middle East” in accor¬ 
dance with principles of the U.N. Charter. As a condition for 
the establishment of “a just and lasting peace”, the Security 

Council resolution affirmed “the application of both the 
following principles: 

(i) “Withdrawal of Israel armed forces from territories 
occupied in the recent conflict”; and 

(ii) “Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and 

respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, 

territorial integrity and political independence of every 

state in the area and their right to live in peace within 

secured and recognized boundaries free from threats or 
acts offeree”. 

Supporters of Israel’s ambitions for annexation and expan¬ 
sion have tried since then to capitalize on the ambiguity in the 
British resolution resulting from its omission of the definite 
article before the word “territories” (Paragraph i (i)). Many 
interpretations were offered in order to determine whether the 
principle to be applied in this case was one of “total withdrawal 
of Israel forces from all the territories occupied by Israel as a 
result of the June Conflict”, or whether the indefinite “terri¬ 
tories” meailt “just some territories”. 

Furthermore, the French text of the Security Co^^il 
resolution—an equally authentic text—is not ambiguous at 
all. It states: ‘Retrait des forces armees israeliennes des terri- 
toires occupes”. Butidsrael has managed to waive acceptance 
of the resolution until August 1970, and that only after setting 
various conditions and provisos. The Israeli position has 
resorted to the use of such a phrase as “secure and recognized 
boundaries” in order to avoid full acceptance of the principle 
of total withdrawal. Israel has never tried to conceal its desire 
for retaining as much as possible of the occupied territories 
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under the pretext of the afore-mentioned phrase about “secure 
and recognized boundaries”. And the Israeli Foreign Minister 
expressed the stand taken by his Government regarding the 
exact wording of the resolution when he retorted that “for 
Israel the resolution said what it said. It did not say what it had 
specifically and consciously avoided saying.” 

The fact that Israel is determined to retain some of the 
territories occupied by its armed forces as a I'esult of the June 
conflict explains Israeli intentions regarding the acquisition of 
territory by war and military conquest. If the resolution in¬ 
cludes the application of the principle of withdrawal from the 
territories occupied by Israeli armed forces, how could Israel 
justify its usage of such words as “secure and recognized 
boundaries” were it not for the desire to retain some parts of 
the occupied territories ? 

2. The Security Council resolution affirmed the necessity: 

<% 

“(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation through inter¬ 
national water-ways in the area; 

“(b) For achieving a just settlement of the refugee problem; 
and 

“(c) For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and 
political independence of every state in the area, through 
measures including the establishment of demilitarized 
zones.” (Paragraph 2 (a), (b) and (c).) 

In paragraph 3 of the resolution, the Secretary General was 
requested “to designate a special Representative to proceed to 
the Middle East to establish and maintain contacts with the 
States concerned in order to promote agreement and assist 
efforts to achieve a peaceful and accepted settlement in 
accordance with the provisions and principles in this resolu¬ 
tion”. 

Soon after the adoption by the Security Council of Reso¬ 
lution 242 of 22 November 1967, Swedish Ambassador in 
Moscow, Dr. Gunnar V. Jarring, was designated as Special 
Representative of the United Nations to the Middle East. On 
26 November 1967, Dr. Jarring arrived at U.N. Headquarters 
to confer with the Secretary General and other Secretariat 
officials. Within two weeks the Special Representative arrived 
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in Cyprus (lo December 1967), and decided—after holding 
consultations with the parties concerned and with the con¬ 
currence of the Government of Cyprus—that he would establish 
the headquarters of the Mission (UNMEM) in Cyprus. 

The Jarring Mission came to a deadlock, as Israel insisted 
on a nine-point peace plan presented by the Israeli Foreign 
Minister in a statement to the U.N. General Assembly on 10 
October 1968. Again, the Government of Israel made its 
co-operation with Dr. Jarring conditional upon the acceptance 
of its own interpretation of the Security Council resolution. 
The insistence on “secure and recognized boundaries” was 
given priority to the principle of withdrawal from all the 
occupied territories. 

Furthermore, it should be borne in mind that Israel has 
not, until very recently, made known its acceptance of the 
Security Council resolution as a term of reference for reaching 
agreement and establishing “a just and lasting peace”. 

When the Jarring Mission was recently reactivated in the 
form of the Rogers Plan, Israel began to find excuses and outlets 
for a reluctant acceptance of Jarring’s mediation. Although the 
Israeli Cabinet took a resolution on 4 August 1970 concerning 
“acceptance of the American peace initiative and the appoint¬ 
ment of a representative to the talks under the auspices of 
Ambassador Jarring”, the statement issued by that Cabinet a 
month later (6 September 1970) sought refuge in alleged 
ceasefire violations in order to suspend its participation in the 
Middle East peace talks. 

If Israel really intends to withdraw from all the occupied 
territories as a result of the outbreak of hostilities in June 1967, 
such alleged ceasefire violations would not be played so high 
in order to torpedo the Mission of U.N. Envoy and Representa¬ 
tive. Such moves do betray the real intentions of the Israeli 
Government. It remains for the United Nations Special Envoy 
to disclose the actual motives behind the latest Israeli attempt 
to sabotage the peace talks and suspend participation in them. 

Ambassador Jarring is no doubt fully aware of the fate met 
by another predecessor at the hands of Israelis: It is almost 
22 years ago since U.N. Mediator, Gount Folke Bernadotte was 
assassinated in Israel. 
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F—^Resolutions adopted by the Security Council after 
the assassination in Israel of the United Nations Media¬ 
tor, Count F olke Bemadotte: 


I Resolution of i8 September 1948 (S/1006): 

The Security Council was “deeply shocked” hy the “coward 
ly act” which was “committed by a crimin^^ group of terrorists 
(Paragraph i of the Preamble.) 




2 Resolution of 19 October 1948 (S/1045): 

The Security Council: (i) “Notes with concern that the 
Provisional Government of Israel has to date submitted no 
report to the Security Council or to the Acting Mediator 
regarding the progress of the investigation into the assassina¬ 
tions”; and (ii) reminds that government that all its “obliga¬ 
tions and responsibilities” must be “discharged fully and in 
good faith”. (Paragraphs i and 2.) 


G—Israel’s International Conduct During the Post-June 
1967 Period: 


I Security Council Resolution S/^ES/248 of 24 March 1968: 
In this resolution the Security Council condemned Israeli 


Military Action against Jordan, by observing that “the military 


action i^the armed forces of Israel on the territory of Jordan 
was of a large-scale and carefully planned nature”. The 
preamble of the resolution reminded the Government of 
Israel of its duty “to ensure the safety, welfare and security 
of the inhabitants of the areas where military operations have 
taken place”. Paragraphs i, 2, and 4 of the same resolution 
contain the following: 




The Security Council 






(i) Deplores the loss of life and heavy damage to 
property”; 

(ii) '‘^‘Condemns the military action launched by Israel in 
flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter and 
the cease-fire resolutions”; and 

(iii) “Ca/A upon Israel to desist from acts or activities in 

contravention of resolutions 237 (1967)”. 
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2 Security Council Resolution S/RES/251S of 16 August 1968: 

The Council observed that “both massive air attacks by 
Israel on Jordanian territory were of a large scale and carefully 
planned nature in violation of resolution 248 (1968)”. In 
paragraph 4 the resolution of the Security Council “condemns 
the further military attacks launched by Israel in flagrant 
violation of the United Nations Charter and resolution 248 
(1968) and warns that if such attacks were to be repeated the 
Council would take account of the failure to comply with the 
present resolution”. 

3 Security Council Resolution 262 of 31 Pecember 1968: 

In this resolution the Council also, observed that “the 
military action by the armed forces of Israel against the Civil 
International Airport of Beirut was premeditated and of a 
large scale and carefully planned nature”. 

The Security Council condemned Israel’s action in the 
following manner: 

“The Security Council 

(i) Condemns Israel for its premeditated military action 
in violation of its obligations under the Charter and 
the cease-fire resolutions”; 

(ii) Considers that such premeditated acts of violence 
endanger the maintenance of the peace”; 

(iii) ^^Issues a solemn warning to Israel that if such acts 

were to be repeated, the Council would have to 
consider further steps to give effect to its decisions”; 
and 

(iv) ^^Considers that Lebanon is entitled to appropriate 

redress for the destruction it suffered, responsibility 
for which has been acknowledged by Israel.” 

4 Security Council Resolution 265 of i April 1969: 

The Council viewed “with deep concern that the recent 
air attacks on Jordanian villages and other populated areas 
were of a pre-planned nature, in violation of resolution 248 
(1968) and 255 (1968)”. After reaffirming both earlier resolu¬ 
tions and deloring “the loss of civilian life and damage to 
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property”, the Council’s resolution went on in paragraph ( 3 ) 
to condemn “the recent premeditated air attacks launched by 
Israel on Jordanian villages and populated areas in flagrant 
violation of the United Nations Charter and the cease-fire 
resolutions, and to warn once agairC' (Italics added) “that if such 
attacks were to be repeated the Council would have to meet 
to consider further more effective steps as envisaged in the 
Charter to ensure against repetition of such attacks”. 

5 Security Council Resolution No. 270 of 26 August 1969: 

The Council was “gravely concerned about the deteriorating 
situation resulting from the violation of Security Council 
resolutions”. This new resolution also “condemns the pre¬ 
meditated air attack by Israel on villages in southern Lebanon 
in violation of its obligations under the Charter and Security 
Council resolutions” (Paragraph i). After deploring all violent 
incidents in violation of the cease-fire (Paragraph 2), and deplor¬ 
ing “the extension of the area of fighting”, the Council’s resolu¬ 
tion went on to declare that “such actions of military reprisal 
and other grave violations of the cease-fire cannot be tolerated 
and that the Security Council would have to consider further 
and more effective steps as envisaged in the Charter to ensure 
against repetition of such acts”. (Paragraph 4.) 

6 Security Council Resolution No. 280 of 19 May 1970: 

The Council recalled its previous Resolutions 262 (1968) of 
31 December 1968 and 270 (1969) of 26 August 1969, and was 
“convinced that the Israeli military a^ck against Lebanon 
was premeditated and of a large scale and carefully planned in 
nature”. In all four paragraphs there is a clear condemnation 
of Israel: 

“The Security Council”. ... 

(i) “Deplores the failure of Israel to abide by resolu¬ 
tions 262 (1968) of 31 December 1968 and 270 
(1969) of 26 August 1969”; 

(ii) “Condemns Israel for its premeditated military 
action in violation of its obligations under the 
Charter”; 

(iii) “Declares that such armed attacks can no longer 

be tolerated and repeats its solemn warning to Israel 
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that if they were to be repeated the Security Council 
would, in accordance with resolution 262 (1968) and 
this resolution, consider taking adequate and effec¬ 
tive steps or measures in accordance with the 
relevant Articles of the Charter to implement its 
resolutions”; and 

(iv) “Deplores the loss of life and damage to property 

inflicted as a result of violations of resolutions of the 
Security Council.” (Paragraphs i, 2, 3 and 4.) 

In all six resolutions mentioned above, the Security Council 
issued formal condemnations of Israeli conduct in the form of 
military actions by the armed forces of Israel against the 
territories of Jordan and Lebanon. 

All of the attacks launched by Israel were described as being 
“of a large-scale and carefully planned in nature”, or “pre¬ 
meditated”. They all constituted a “flagrant violation of the 
United Nations Charter”. In almost every resolution the 
Council warned Israel that “failure to comply with the present 
resolution”, would lead the Council to consider further steps 
or more effective measures. 

But Israeli premeditated military actions continued all the 
same, irrespective of the fact that such actions have been 
repeatedly condemned by the International body. 


Not once has a similar 



ion been adopted by any 


organ of the United Nations against an Arab State. 

No other country in the world, whether member or non¬ 
member of the United Nations, has been the object of so many 


rebukes, censures and condemnations by the principal organs 


of the United ifktions—^for actions in violation of the Charter, 
and for non-compliance with decisions of competent bodies 
of the World Organization. 
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